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CENTRAL PAX CENTER 

FEB 2 0 2008 

REMARKS 

i 

i 

No new matter has been added. No-claims have been amended, added or canceled. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S. C. § 103 

Claims 1-2 and 10-24 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ma et al. (ACS Symposium Series, 765, 20f)0, 254-270) in view of Anderson et al (Polymeric 
Materials Science and Engineering, 79, 1998, 41 1-412) further in view of Emmons et al. (U.S. 
Patent 4,079,028). 

Ma et al. fails to teach or suggest a lfydrophobically modified polyethoxylated urethane 
thickener comprising a urethane linkage foripied from any of the diisocynates listed in instant 
claim 1. In contrast, Ma et al. is a study of f>eta-cyclodextrin complexations through various 
analytical methods where results are correlated to hydrophobe size. (See, for example, page 256, 
line 6, and page 262, figure 6 of Ma et al.), "There is no teaching or suggestion in Ma et al. that 
"the configuration of the diisocyanate used |o make the thickener urethane linkage affects the 
viscosity suppression efficiency of a cyclod^xtrin-containing compound" (See page 6, last, 
paragraph of instant specification). -j 

Anderson et al. analyzes the rheolofeical differences between HDI and H12MDI HEURs. 
Emmons et al. discloses the use of a varietyijof diisocyanate compounds for preparation of 
hydrophobically modified polymers. The df socyanates in Emmons et al. are disclosed as a broad 
group and there is no teaching or suggestion^ of a way to arrive at the instantly claimed group of 
diisocyanates. Both Anderson et al. and Enjmons et al. are unrelated to either Ma et al. or the 
instant invention and fail to teach or suggest! anything about cyclodextrin complexation, let alone 
indicate which diisocyanates would be useful for cyclodextrin complexation. 

Thus, there is no teaching, suggestion, or motivation to combine the above references, 
and absent improper hindsight analysis, onejiskilled in the art would not combine these references 
in order to arrive at the instant invention. While Ma et al. involves a chemical analysis of 
cyclodextrin complexation, neither Andersop et al. nor Emmons et al. even mention cyclodextrin 
or any other encapsulation materials. Thereis no teaching or suggestion in either Anderson et al. 
or Emmons et al. that any of the disclosed diisocyanates would affect how terminal hydrophobes 
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complex with cyclodextrin. Because nothirjg in Ma et al. discloses to one of ordinary skill in the 
art that the configuration of diisocynates is important for cyclodextrin complexation, there is no 
teaching, suggestion, or motivation to seek put alternative diisocyanate configurations in 
references such as Emmons et al. and Anderson et al., where only HEUR polymers are disclosed 
without mention of cyclodextrin. j 

Moreover, Ma et al., Anderson et ali, and Emmons et al., taken alone or in combination, 
fail to teach or suggest that the configuration of the diisocyanate used to make the thickener 
urethane linkage affects the viscosity suppression efficiency of a cyclodextrin-containing 
compound. Thus, it would be unlikely for cfne of ordinary skill in the art to even experiment with 
diisocyanate linkers in order to improve cydlodextrin complexation, let alone arrive at the 
instantly claimed diisocyanates. Because trfe above art fails to teach the problem or its source, 
the solution of using the instantly claimed diisocyanates was not be obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the instant invention. 

Applicant appreciates that the Exanfiner did not comment on nor disclose additional 
references in response to Applicants contention that none of the cited references disclose the 
instantly recited solids content for an amincfplast thickener in respect to instant claims 10-24. 
Because all cited references refer to urethar^ thickeners and because the Examiner has not 
articulated how said references are related tb aminoplast thickeners, Applicant respectfully 
requests withdrawal of the 35 U.S.C § 103(i) rejection as applied to instant claims 10-24. 

Claims 1-2 and 10-24 stand rejected|under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Eisenhart et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,1 37,571) jin view of Anderson et al (Polymeric Materials 

Science and Engineering, 79, 1998, 41 l-4li) further in view of Emmons et al. (U.S. Patent 

4,079,028). I 

[ 

Eisenhart et al. fails to teach or suggpt a hydrophobically modified polyethoxylated 
urethane thickener comprising a urethane linkage formed from any of the diisocynates listed in 
instant claim 1 . Eisenhart et al. discloses a method for improving thickeners by complexation of 
cyclodextrin with hydrophobic moieties on fhe thickener molecule, but does not specifically 
mention diisocyanates, let alone the effect cfc its configuration on cyclodextrin complexation. 



US. Serial No. 10/677,436 Reply to 28-Nov-07 OA Page 3 of 5 

PACE 4/6 * RCVD AT 2/20/2008 12:56:03 PM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-6/30 * DNIS:2738300 * CSID:21 55922682 * DURATION (mm-ss):01-28 



As described above, neither Anderabn et al. nor Emmons et al. relate to cyclodextrin 
complexation. Because nothing in EisenhajH: et al. discloses to one of ordinary skill in the art that 
the configuration of diisbcynates is important for cyclodextrin complexation, there is no teaching, 

i 

suggestion, or motivation to seek out alten&tive diisocyanate configurations in references such as 
Emmons et al. and Anderson et al., where <|nly HEUR polymers are disclosed without mention of 
cyclodextrin. Therefore, because there is n<$ motivation to combine Eisenhart et al., Anderson et 
al., and Emmons et al., and because the recited art fails to teach the problem or its source, the 
solution of using the instantly claimed diis<jjcyanates was not obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the instant invention. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request 
withdrawal of the 35 U.S.C § 103(a) rejectfcn as applied to instant claims 1 and 2. 

Applicant appreciates that the Exan|iner did not comment on nor disclose additional 
references in response to Applicants contention that none of the cited references disclose the 
instantly recited solids content for an amiAc|pIast thickener in respect to instant claims 10-24. 
Because all cited references refer to urethaije thickeners and because the Examiner has not 
articulated how said references are related to aminoplast thickeners, Applicant respectfully 
requests withdrawal of the 35 U.S.C § 103(a) rejection as applied to instant claims 10-24. 

i . 
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Applicant maintains that such clainjs are patentable. Applicant's attorney thanks the 
Examiner for the time taken to review this (response. In view of the foregoing remarks, Applicant 
respectfully requests reconsideration of theprejection and allowance of the claims. The Examiner 
is encouraged to contact the attorney listed below if there are any questions or comments. 

Respectfiilly submitted, 



Rohm and Haas Company 
100 Independence Mall West 
Philadelphia, PA 19106-2399 




Karl Stauss 

Attorney for Applicant 
Registration No. 40,827 
Telephone (215) 592-3436 
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